showing set forth in Section 1.773(a) (1) (iv) of the Rules.!® The
petitioners did not address the Section 1.773(a) (1) {iv):
requirements. We have reviewed LECs' transmittals and all
associated pleadings. We conclude that there is 1nsuf£}c1ent
reason to reject or,investlgate these rates at this time.

. _

70. Sprint argues that Bell Atlantic, BellSouth and NYNEX
have revised their access tariffs to eliminate bundled feature
groups. Sprint‘asserts that, the Commission's April 14, 1993 order
on reconsideration 'in the ONA prccee?}?g mandated continued
availability of bundled feature groups. Accordingly, Sprint
contends, these LECs should revise their proposed tariffs to
reinstate all terms and conditions relating to the provision and
use of bundled feature . group arrangements.

71. As Sprint observes, the Commission has reinstated feature
groups by its April 14 order. Subsequently, the carriers have
complied with that Order. Accordingly, we dismiss this aspect of
Sprint's petition as moot.

. III. TIER 2 CARRIERS
A. WLM_WW
- Local Exchange Carrijers ‘

72. AT&T argues that the Traffic Sensitive rates filed by 23
LECS RYEsuant to Section 61.39 or Section 61.38 of the Commission's
Rules are excessive, resulting in aggregate rate increases of

113 47 c.F.R. § 1.773(a) (1) (iv); gee algo LEC Price Cap Order 5 FCC Red
at 6822 (para 293).

114 We note, however, that we are already inquiring into whether we should
promulgate guidelines requiring cost justification of any subset of LEC volume
and term discounts. Expanded Interconnection with Local Telephone Company
Facilities, CC Docket No. 91-141, Amendment of the Part 69 Allocation of General
Support Facility Costs, CC Docket No. 92-222, Report and Order and Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 7 FCC Rcd 7369 (1992). These rates will be subject to the
outcome of that inquiry. ’

115 Sprint Petition at 6, citing Amendments of Part 69 of the Commission's
rules Relating to the Creation of Access Charge Subelements for Open Network

Architecture, CC Docket No. 89-79, m inji Order on
Recongideration, FCC 93-190, released Apr. 14, 1993.
116

47 C.F.R. §§ 61.38 and 61.39.
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$4,747,965.117 AT&T contends that each of these LECS has filed
local switching rate increases for 1993 that are more than 10
percent greater than their 1992 rates, with certain increases as
high as 134.32 percent (Merchants and Farmers) and 139.13 percent
(Bloomingdale) . The average rate increase for these LECs,
according to AT&T, is 38.91 percent, and the weighted average rate
increase is 22.93 percent. AT&T argues that these rates appear on
their gﬁse to be excessive when compared with overall industry
trends. :

73. The LECs filing pursuant to S?f}ion 61.39 respond that
Section 1.773 of the Commission's Rules deems the rates prima
facie lawful and not subject to suspension unless the petition
shows that the cost and demand studies_were not provided to an
interested party upon reasonable request.120 Elkhart further argues
that suspension of the small company access tariffs would be
contrary to the Commission's goal of rate neutrality. Elkhart
contends that revisions suggested by AT&T would be based on a
combination of historical and prospective data. Elkhart argues
that since the principle of rate neutrality is based in the
calculation of rates %sing' historical data, the results would
violate that principle.

74. We have reviewed the LEC transmittals that were
petitioned by AT&T and all associated pleadings. We conclude that
the filings are not patently unlawful so as to warrant rejection.
We also conclude that no question has been presented that warrants
investigation at this time.

B. Citizeng Increase of Rates Due to Operating Expenses

75. Citizens Utilities Telephone of Arizona filed rates based
on prospective cost data pursuant to Section 61.38 of the

117 AT&T Petition at App. H; listing the following LECs: Ayershire, Bay

Springs, Bloomindale, Bourbeuse, Coastal Utilities, C-R Telephone, East
Ascension, El1 Paso, Elkhart, Fidelity, Granite State, Gridley, Hargray, Leaf
River, Merchants and Farmer, Millington, Northwest, Odin, Pineland, Sierra,
Southeast, United Telephone Association, and Warwick Valley.

118 AT&T notes that it has requested and reviewed the cost support for
these rates and concluded that the cost support does not demonstrate any

justification for the rate increases.
119 47 c.F.R. § 1.773(a) (1) (iii).

120 See e.q., Coastal Utilities, et al. Reply at 2; GVNW Reply at 1-2;
Elkhart et al. Reply at 1-2.

121 Elkhart Reply at 7.
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Commission's rules.'?? AT&T argues that Citizens appears to have
projected growth rates for total company operating expenses which
far exceed Citizens' historical trends. Specifically, AT&T
contends that Citizens has projected growth in certain expense
categories from historical to the prospective period at rates
between 10 and 55 percent. These growth rates, AT&T contends, are
significantly higher than Citizens' projected overall 6.45 percent
growth in central office equipment investment during the same
period. Finally, AT&T asserts that nothing in Citizens' workpapers
offers a satisfactory explanation or justification for these
increases. AT&T asks that the Commiss%gg enter a one day
suspension and investigate Citizens' rates.

76. Citizens replies that AT&T provides no evidence that its
expenses are unwarranted or that they do not serve the public
interest. Citizens further argues that AT&T provides no evidence
that current expenses are excessive, that the historical average
is appropriate today, or that the historical raEio of expenses to
investment is relevant for ratemaking purposes. 2

77. We have 1£$viewed Citizen's transmittal and all
associated pleadings. We conclude that no question has been
presented that warrants investigation at this time.

C. a ] rvi

78. Anchorage filed rates based on prospec&%ye cost data
pursuant to Section 61.38 of the Commission's rules. AT&T argues
that Anchorage has shown a test period demand amount of 19,299,100
queries for 800 query service. AT&T asserts that this amount
appears to be incorrect and that Anchorage has understated its
demand by using historical 1992 demand instead of forecasting
demand. AT&T also argues that Anchorage has forecasted its total
traffic sensitive minutes to increase at an annualized rate of 7.85
percent throughout the test period. AT&T contends that a proper
calculation will result in a reduction of Anchorage'g access
charges for 800 query service of approximately $55,000.

122 427 c.P.R. § 61.38.

123 ATeT Petition at App. I.

124 Citizens Reply at 2.

125 See algo Letter to the Secretary Supplementing Citizens' 1993 Annual
Access Filing, June 7, 1993.

126 47 c.F.R. § 61.38.

127 ATsT Petition at App. J.
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. 79. Anchorage agrees with AT&T that its progected demand for
800 query service should be increased by using a projected
annualized growth rate of 7.85 percent. However, Anchorage also
argues that its revenue reguirement must also be incgsised to
reflect additional costs from serving the higher demand.

80. We conclude that AT&T has raised sufficient question as
to the correctness of Anchorage's cost support to warrant
investigation. We therefore suspend Anchorage's tariff for one day
and incorporate the 800 services portion of Anchorage's transmittal
intolﬁpe Commission's current investigation in CC Docket No. 93-
129, We also impose an accounting order upon Anchorage.

D. Anchorage Traffic Sensitive Rates

81. GCI addresses several issues concerning Anchorage's
traffic sensitive rates and asks that the Commission suspend and
investigate the transmittal. First GCI. contests Anchorage's
directory assistance service charge. GCI argues that, when
compared to Anchorage's revenue requirement filed with NECA for the
NECA 1992 directory‘ assistance r%SE Anchorage's 1993 revenue
requirement is 43 percent higher. Concerning its directory
agsistance rates, Anchorage st?tes that it will amend its rate to
reflect errors alleged by GCI.

82. Second, GCI states that Anchorage's cost study for this
tariff includes tandem switching costs. GCI argues that Anchorage
has never reflected tandem switching costs in its prior cost
studies and includes no allocation to local service. GCI asks that
Anchorage explain the investment, associated traffic studies
underlylng the allocation factors, and prov1q5 network diagrams to
assist in an analysis of this new investment. Anchorage asserts
that its tandem equipment investment allocation factor is intended
to reflect a portion of. the switch it needs to terminate GCI's
Feature Group B traffic and tnﬁﬁ this is the first time such
allocation has been approprlate

128 Anchbrage Reply at 5.

129 Bell Operating Companies' Tariff for the 800 Service Management System
and 800 Data Base Access Tariffs, 8 FCC Rcd 3242 (Com. Car. Bur., Apr. 28, 1993).

130 GCI Petition at 3-4.

131 Anchorage Reply at 2.

132 Ger petition at 4-5.

133 Anchorage Reply at 3.
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83. GCI next argues that it is 1mp0881b1e to determine
whether Anchorage's claimed 1nvestmeni }n fiber optic and circuit
equipment has been properly assigned. 3 - Anchorage contends that
all fiber optic costs are covered through a lease arrangement with
Alg’°°ﬂ; Inc. pursuant to an Alaska Public Utilities Commission
order. ‘

. 84. GCI .also argues that Anchorage 8 800 database query
bharge %mproperly included local switching and local transport
costs.? Anchorage asserts that its 800 database query rate is
developed in accordance with Commission orders and rules.

85. Lastly, GCI asserts that Anchorage offers 19.2 Kbps and
64 Kbps glgh capacity services which it has not included in its
tariff. Anchorage states that the 19.2 and .64 Kbps services
received by GCI are multiplexed from Aqsgorage 8 tariffed 1.544
Mpbs, either by GCI or by its customers.: .

86. We have ' reviewed Anchorage Transmlttal No. 64, GCI's
petition and related pleadings. We conclude that, except for the
800 service issue addressed in the previous section, no gquestion
has been presented that warrants investigation at this time.

E-Mﬁw

87 ALLTEL filed prospectlv cost data pursuant to Section

61 38 of the Commission's rules. AT&T states that ALLTEL has

reduced its traffic sensitive minutes of use forecast from its

qb§8e11ne due to the anticipated closing of Chanute Air Force Base.
AT&T argues that ALLTEL has not provided evidence that traffic will
Hdecllne by the full 14.7 percent as projected. AT&T contends that
it is more llkely that air force base operations will be phased out

gradually over time. AT&T further asserts that it is possible that
the trafflc will actual%x increase. due to activities associated
with the base's closing. )

134 GCI Petition at 5.

135 Anchorage Reply at 3-4.

13§ GCI Petition at 5-6.

137 Anchorage Reply at 5-6.

138 GCI Petition at 6.

139 Anchorage Reply at 6.

140 45 c.F.R. § 61.38.

141  ATeT Petition at App. K.
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88. ALLTEL responds that AT&T's arguments are speculative and
are undermined by facts filed with its tariff. ALLTEL argues that
it received confirmation from the Air Force that the final closing
of the base will take place on September 30, 1993, concluding the
phase-out of operations which began in January of 1993. ALLTEL
contends that it did not reflect the phase-down in minutes of use
until after the September 30th closing date. Finally ALLTEL argyes
that its forecast of demand impact is, therefore, conservative.

89. We have reviewed ALLTEL'S transmittal and all related
pleadings. We conclude that there is nothing patently unlawful so
as to warrant rejection, and that no question has been presented
that warrants investigation at this time.

F. Rogeville Cash Working Capital

90. Roseville filed rates based on prospective fﬂ?t data
pursuant to Section 61.38 of the Commission's rules. AT&T
asserts that Roseville overstated its cash worqifg capital (CWC)
requirement by approximately $1.2 million. Roseville's
requirement amounts to 76 net days of working capital according to
AT&T. AT&T asserts that the average number of days of 10 LECs
similarly situated to Roseville is 20 days, ranging from 17 days
to 39 days. AT&T therefore requests that the Commission direct
Roseville to justify its use of an extraordinary number of days or
to use no more than the average number, of days of the comparable-
sized LECs as a reasonable surrogate.

91. Roseville responds that AT&T's computation is based on
incorrect assumptions and that a corrected AT&T analysis yields 59
days of working capital requirement. Roseville states that its
results are based on a study and are thus, more accurate than
calculations using standard assumptions as permitted by the
Commission's rules. Roseville further asserts that AT&T failed to
demonstrate that Roseville's transmittal is prima facie unlawful
and that thf petition fails to raise significant questions of
lawfulness.**®

142 ALLTEL Reply at 2-4.
143 49 C.F.R. § 61.38.
144

CWC is the amount of investor-supplied funds used to pay operating
expenses that are incurred in providing service prioxr to the receipt of revenues.
CWC is generally computed by determining the revenue lag.

145 AT&T Petition at App. L.

146 poseville Reply at 2-6.
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bad

92. Pursuant to Section 204(a) of the Communications Act and
Section 0.291 of the Commission's rules, we conclude that an
investigation of the proposed tariff changes concerning Roseville's
calculations related to its cash working capital is warranted.
Therefore, we are suspending rates for one day, imposing an
accounting order, and initiating an investigation. We designate
igsues for investigation in Section VI of this Order. :

G. N 's Traffi itiv i

93. AT&T and MCI filed petitions against the National
Exchange Carrier Association's (NECA's) Traffic Sensitive rates.
AT&T argues that the NECA rates appear to overstate t§i7average
schedule settlement projections for the test period. AT&T
agserts that there is a $62.7 million discrepancy between the
forecasted average schedule settlement amounts for the t%ﬂ%ff year
and NECA's December 31, 1992 average schedule filing. AT&T
further contends that NECA has not included overall Traffic
Sensitive rate reductions to account for overearnings in 1992, and
alleges that NECA has overstated the amount of its "earnings
erosion."

94. MCI asserts that NECA has provided insufficient.
information to determine whether NECA used proper DEM factors. MCI.
argues tha§5§his may result in unwarranted Traffic Sensitive rate
increases. Both MCI and AT&T seek suspension and investigation
of NECA's Traffic Sensitive rates.

95. NECA argues that it has correctly forecasted its average
schedule company settlements. NECA contends that AT&T's analysis
incorrectly applies an annual growth rate to baseline data and
fails to include the impact of several average schedule formulas
that are based on demand units other than minutes. NECA further
argues that in its annual filing, prior year cost of service and
test-period average schedule settlement projections use historical -
trends to estimate both anticipated changes to pooling data and the .

impact of the proposed schedule revisions. AT&T has, NECA
147  AT&T Petition at 30-31.
148 Id. at 31.
149

"Earnings erosion" occurs as a result of NECA permitting carriers to
true-up their settlement amounts with the pool for up to two years. Since these
costs tend to rise, earnings are diminished or eroded over time. Id. at 33 and
App. D-2; MCI Petition at 30-32.

150 c1 petition at 30-32.
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contends, based its analx§}s on the projection of a single month's
data to the test period.

96. Concerning "earnings erosion" in the development of
Traffic Sensitive rates, NECA contends that AT&T's and MCI's
arguments fail to consider the impact of three important factors:
(1) that NECA voluntarily reduced its current test-period Traffic
Sensitive rates on February 1, 1993; (2) that the pool composition
for the test period is significantly different from the 1992 pool
composition; and (3) that the parties rely on preliminary data.
NECA states that while it has made substantial improvement in
reducing earnings erosion to the level displayed for 1991, and is
continuing to do so, further progress will be difficult to
accomplish due to the volatility in small company cost trfg?s,
combined with implementation of infrastructure enhancements.

97. Finally, NECA responds to MCI's contention that a large
part of the annualized Traffic Sensitive revenue requirement is
attributed to the DEM transition. NECA contends that the growth
rate of its Traffic Sensitive switched access revenue requirement
due to the DEM transition is reasonable and consistent with
industry trends. NECA argues that the annual growth in its Traffic
Sensitive switched access pool revenue requirement is %%gs than the
projected growth attributable to NECA companies' DEM.

98. We have examined the issues raised in the petitions
regarding NECA's Traffic Sensitive rates and calculation, as well
as the filing and supporting documentation. We conclude that an
investigation is not warranted at this time.

IV. UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND AND LIFELINE

99. On May 17, 1993, NECA filed tariff revisions to decrease
its Universal Service Fund (USF) charge from $.4604 to $.4561, and
to incre%se the Lifeline Assistance (LA) charge from $.0777 to
$.0809.1%% The tariff is scheduled to become effective on July 1,
1993. Petitions to suspend and investigate NECAlggansmittal No.
556 were filed by MCI and Sprint on June 1, 1993.

151 NECA Reply at 4-5.

152 Id. at 7-10.

153 14, at 10-12.

159 National Exchange Carrier Association, Tariff F.C.C. No. 5, Transmittal
No. 556, filed May 17, 1993. :

155 gprint asks that the NECA filing be suspended for one day and that the
transmittal be incorporated into the Commission's current investigation of NECA
USF/LA tariff provisions in CC Docket 93-123.
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100. Sprint argues that the rates are based on revenue
requirementlsgstimates which are excessive and insufficiently
documented. Sprint asserts that NECA has failed to provide
adequate justification for the increases in USF/LA revenue
requirements: the difference between prior projections and actual
assistance provided, or fund resizing; the "quarterly update and
other adj&ﬂpments;" and the estimated increase in administrative
expenses. MCI argues that the level of increase in the USF
revenue requ}gfment is unwarranted because the phase in of the USF
is complete.

101. NECA responds that neither MCI nor Sprint has raised
sufficient questions of lawfulness to warrant investigation of
Transmittal 556. NECA asserts that its resizing adjustments of USF
and of LA are consistent with Commission rules. NECA also contends
that it calculated 1its expenses in 3 reasonable manner and
consistent with the Commission's rules.>?

102. We conclude that sufficient gquestion as to NECA's
justification for its USF/LA rate changes have been raised to
warrant investigation. We also find that these issues are
sufficiently similar to those in our current investigation of
NECA's USF/LA rate changes, that administrative convenience permits
adding this transmittal to that investigation. We therefore
suspend NECA's Transmittal 556 for one day and incorporate that
transmittal into the Commission's curreq%oinvestigation of NECA
USF/LA provision in CC Docket No. 93-123. The accounting order
imposed in CC Docket No. 93-123 also applies to this transmittal.

V. GENERAL SUPPORT FACILITIES (GSF) COSTS
103. On May 19, 1993, the Commission released an Order

adopting rule modifications to correct the misallocation of GSF
investment and related expenses among the Part 69 cost categories

156 Sprint Petition at 1.

157 Id. at 1-3.

158 1d.

159 NECA Reply (Tr. 556) at 3-7.
160

National Exchange Carrier Association, Revisions to Tariff F.C.C. NO.
5, Universal Service Fund and Lifeline Assistance Rates, Order, 8 FCC Rcd 922
{Com. Car. Bur. 1993); Order Designating Issues for Investigation, 8 FCC Rcd 2930
(Com. Car. Bur. 1993).
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for LECs.'®! The Order directed LECS to file compliance tariffs,
on not less than 14- days' notice, to be effective July 1, 1993.

104. These tariffs were filed June 17 1993 Petitlons, if
any, will be due virtually at the same time this Order is released.
Therefore, because of the limited time within which to conduct a
necessary review of issues concerning the GSF filings and in an
abundance of caution, we conclude that an investigation is
warranted to determine whether these filings comply with the
Commission's GSF Ordexr. Accordingly, in this Order we suspend
those tariffs filed pursuant to the GSF Order for one day and
impose an accountiﬁg order. The issues are designated in Section
VI of this Order.

VI. ISSUES DESIGNATED FOR INVESTIGATION

105. We hereby designate the following issues for
investigation:

1. Have the LECs borne their burden of demonstrating that
implementing SFAS-106 results in an exogenous cost change for
the TBO amounts under the Commission's price cap rules?

We direct the LECs to provide evidence of and describe
the ranges of data on the age of the workforce, the ages
at which employees will retire, and the length of service
of retirees, presented by their actuaries and used by the
companies to compute OPEB amounts claimed in the annual
access transmittals.

We direct the LECs to provide pertinent sections of their
employee handbooks, contracts with unions, and other
items that include statements to the employees concerning
the company's ability to modify its post- employment
benefits package.

2. How should price cap LECs reflect amounts from prior year
sharing or low-end adjustments in computing their rates of
return for the current year's sharing and low-end adjustments
to price cap indices?

161 Amendment of the Part 69 Allocation of General Support Facility Costs,

CC Docket No. 92-222, FCC 93-238, released May 19, 1993 (GSF Order) .

162 The analysis of price cap indices in Appendix C does not reflect the
GSF reallocations. An analysis reflecting the GSF reallocation is available in
hard copy or computer disk from the Commission's commercial contractor,
International Transcription Services, Room 246, 1919 M Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20554.
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3. Does US West's filing, claiming a change in a DEM
allocator as exogenous, comply with Section 61.45(d)? ‘

4. Should Bell Atlantic be permitted to exclude end user
charge revenues from the common line basket for the purposes
of computing sharing obligations?

5. Have Bell Atlantic and SNET correctly calculated‘the»“g"
factor? Parties addressing this issue should discuss’ whether
the fact that revenues in the PCI calculation are viewed: dver
an entire year requires that other factors in the PCI formila
be treated consistently. Responsive parties should ‘also
address whether an average line count should apply to both the
base year, and the base year minus one.

6. Have the LECs properly reallocated GSF costs in accordance
with the GSF Order?

7. To what category or categories should the LIDB per gquery
charges be assigned?

8. Has Roseville met its burden of justifying ite cash
working capital requirement and underlying study in-support
of its annual access rates?

106. This investigation will be conducted as a notice and
commenfaproceeding pursuant to Section 1.411 of the Commissions
Rules. CC Docket No. 93 - 193 has been assigned for this
purpose. The carriers listed in Appendix B to this Order are
designated as parties. These parties shall file their direct cases
no later than July 27, 1993. The direct cases must present the
parties' positions with respect to the issues described in this
Order. Pleadings responding to the direct cases may be filed no
later than August 10, 1993, and must be captioned "Opposition to
Direct Case" or "Comments on Direct Case." Parties may each file
a "rebuttal" to oppositions or comments no later than August 24,
1993.

107. An original and seven copies of all pleadings must be
filed with the Secretary of the Commission. In addition, one copy
must be delivered to the Commission's commercial copying firm, ITS,
Room 246, 1919 M St., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20554. Members of the
general public who wish to express their views in an informal
manner regarding the issues in this investigation may do so by
submitting one copy of their comments to the Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, 1919 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20554. Such comments must specify the docket number of this
investigation.

163 49 c.F.R. § 1.411.
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108. All relevant and timely pleadings will be considered by
the Commission. 1In reaching a decision, the Commission will take
into account information and ideas not contained in pleadings,
provided that such information or a writing containing the nature
and source of such information is placed in the public file, and
provided that the fact of reliance on such information is noted in
the Order.

109. Ex parte contacts (i.e., written or oral communications
which address the procedural or substantive merits of the
proceeding and which are directed to any member, officer, or
employee of the Commission who may reasonably be expected to be
involved in the decisional process in this proceeding) are
permitted in this proceeding until a public notice of scheduled
Commission consideration of a final Order is released and after the
final Order itself is issued. Written gx parte contacts must be
filed on the day submitted with the Secretary and Commission
employees receiving each presentation. For other requiremen]i::&, sSee
generally Section 1.1200 et geq. of the Commissions rules.

110. The investigation established in this Order has been
analyzed with respect to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 and
found to contain no new or modified form, information collection,
or recordkeeping, labeling, disclosure or otheﬁsgecord retention
requirements as contemplated under the statute. ‘

VII. ORDERING CLAUSES

111. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Section
204 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. § 204(a), and
Section 0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.291, the
rates specified in Sections II.A., II.B.1., II.B.4., II.C., II.F.,
II.G., III.C., III.F., IV, and V, gupra, ARE SUSPENDED for one day
from the current effective date and an investigation of those rates
is instituted. The local exchange carriers affected SHALL FILE a
supplement reflecting this suspension no later than June 29, 1993,
to be effective July 1, 1993.

112. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Sections 4(i),
4(j), and 204 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. §§
154 (i), 154(j), 204(a), the local exchange carriers listed in
Appendix B SHALL RESPOND to the issues designated in Section VI,
supra, no later than July 27, 1993. Interested parties may file
pleadings responding to the direct case no later than August 10,
1993, and the local exchange carriers may file a rebuttal no later
than August 24, 1993.

164 5.0 47 C.F.R. § 1.1200 et seq.

165 gee 44 U.S.C. § 3502(4) (A).
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113. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Sections 4 (i) and
204(a) of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i),
204(a), and Section 0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §
0.291, the local exchange carriers that filed 1993 annual access
rates specified in Sections II.A., II.B.1., II.B.4., II.C., II.F.,
Ir.G., III.C., IITI.F., IV, and V, gupra, SHALL KEEP ACCURATE
ACCOUNT of all amounts received that are associated with the rates
that are the subject of this investigation. '

114. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to Section 204 (a) of
the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. § 204(a), and Section
0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.291, the tariff
revisions filed by the Anchorage Telephone Utility, and any other
local exchange carrier that included new or changed 800 service
rates in its 1993 annual access filings, are subject to the
investigation of 800 service rates instituted in CC Docket No. 93-
129. Anchorage Telephone Utility SHALL FILE a supplement
reflecting this suspension no later than June 29, 1993, to be
effective July 1, 1993.

115. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Sections 4(i) and
204 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i),
204(a), and Section 0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §
0.291, the Anchorage Telephone Utility, and any other 1local
exchange carrier that included new or changed 800 service rates in
tvs 1993 annual access filings, SHALL KEEP ACCURATE ACCOUNT of all
amounts received that are associated with the rates that are the
subject to the investigation in CC Docket No. 93-129.

116. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to Section 204(a) of
the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. § 204(a), and Section
0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.291, the tariff
revisions filed by the National Exchange Carrier Association,
Transmittal No. 556, are subject to the investigation Universal
Service Fund and Lifeline Assistance rates instituted in CC Docket
No. 93-123. The National Exchange Carrier Association SHALL FILE
a supplement reflecting this suspension no later than June 29,
1993, to be effective July 1, 1993.

117. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Sections 4(i) and
204 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. §§8 154(i),
204 (a), and Section 0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §
0.291, the National Exchange Carrier Association SHALL KEEP
ACCURATE ACCOUNT of all amounts received that are associated with
the rates that are the subject to the investigation in CC Docket
No. 93-123.

118. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Sections 4 (i) and
204 (a) of the Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i),
204 (a), and Section 0.291 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §
0.291, the local exchange carriers, as listed in Appendix B, that
filed 1993 annual access rates SHALL KEEP ACCURATE ACCOUNT of all
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amounts received that are associated with the rates that are the
subject of this investigation.

119. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the petitions to suspend and
investigate or to reject the Annual 1993 Access Tariff filings ARE
GRANTED to the extent indicated herein and otherwise ARE DENIED.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Spsstan b. Huty

Kathleen B. Levitz
Acting Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
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'APPENDIX A
e Pé! -li ;!E s

The following parties filed petitions against the 1993 Annual
Access Tariff Filings. The names in: parentheses are used for these
parties throughout the Order. -

Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee (Ad Hoc)
American Telephone and Telegraph Company (AT&T)

General Communication, Inc. (GCI)

MCI Telecommunications Corporatlon (MCI)

Metropolitan Fiber Systems, Inc. (MFS)- '
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnershlp (Sprlnt)
Williams Telecommunication Group, Inc. (Wiltel)

Replies
The following parties filed replies to the petitions:

ALLTEL Telephone System (ALLTEL)

Anchorage Telephone Utility (Anchorage)

Bay Springs Telephone Company, Inc. (Bay Springs)ff

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies (Bell Atlantic)

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth)

Centel Telephone Companies (Centel)

Chicamauga Telephone Corporation (Chicamauga)

Chillicothe Telephone Company (Chillicothe)

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company (Cincinnati Bell)

Citizens Telephone Companies (Cltlzens)

Coastal Utilities, Inc. (Coastal)'

Elkhart Telephone Company (Elkhart) 't

GTE Telephone Operating Companies and GTE System Telephone
Companies (GTE)

GVNW, Inc./Management (GVNW)

Hargray Telephone Company, Inc.?t

Lincoln Telephone Company (Lincolnl

Millington Telephone Company, Inc.

National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA)

NYNEX Telephone Companies (NYNEX)

Pacific Bell (Pacific)

Pineland Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

Rochester Telephone Corporation (Rochester)

Roseville Telephone Company (Roseville)

Southeast Telephone Company of Wisconsin, Inc.t

Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET)

Southwestern Bell Telephone Compan¥ (Southwestern)

United Telephone Association, Inc.

US West Communications, Inc. (US West)

t

' Filed replies jointly (Coastal et. al.)

' Filed replies jointly (Elkhart et. al.)

40
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APPENDIX B

Ameritech Operating Companies
Anchorage Telephone Utility

Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Centel Telephone Companies

GTE Telephone Operating Companies
GTE System Telephone Companies
Lincoln Telephone Company

Nevada Bell

NYNEX Telephone Companies

Pacific Bell

Rochester Telephone Corporation
Roseville Telephone Company
Southern New England Telephone Company
United Telephone System

US West Communications, Inc.

41



APPENDIX C
Analysis of Price Cap Indexes

These charts show the indexes in the April 2, 1993 filings. Charts that show
revisions, including the effects of re—aliocating General Support Facility costs,
are available in hardcopy or computer format from the Commission’s commercial
contractor, International Transcription Service, 1919 M Street, NW., or the
Common Carrier Bureau, Tariff Division.
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Fiing Etity: BSTR

FCC APl Above PCI?

1993 Ta it Review Plan
# LEC FCC Dela Flag # LEC FCcC Deta Flag |
GENERAL» =~ == — = — e m e = — SPECIAL — -~~~ = —m e —— =~
1 GNPPt 0.03018 VG, MT, TG
2 Xtor CL, TS and SP 0.03300 48 Proposed SBi 103.45 103.45 -0.000 .
3  XforiX 0.0300 47 SBI: Upper Limt 110.43 110.43 —0.000 -
48 $BI: Lower Limit 99.81 99.91 -0.000 .
EXOGENOUS CHANGES (000'8)——-—— 49 LEC 8Bt Out Bounds? .
4 SPF ($7,608) 50 FCC SBt Out Bounds? .
5 DEM ($6,005) Audio & Video
6 LTS/TRS $51,724 51 Proposed SBi 106.04 106.04 0.000 .
7 ISW $142) 52 $Bi: Upper Limt 11232 11232 —0.000 .
8 RDA $0 53 SBi: Lower Limk 101.62 101.62 —0.000 M
9 EOT $5,025 54 LEC S$8! Out Bounds? .
10 ITC $5,900 55 FCC SB1 Out Bounds? ¢
11 REMOVAL SHARINGA OW END ADJ $24,008 HiCap
12 REVISION SHARING/LOW END ADJ $8,780 D81
13 SHARINGALOW ENDADJ ($11,608) 58 Prop Sub—index 92.71 92.71 0.000 .
14 OTHER $2,138 57 Sub~index Up Lim 98.49 98.49 —~0.000 .
15 TOTAL OF INDMDUALS $73,113 58 Sub~index Low Lim 80.11 89.11 —0.000 *
16  TOTAL EXOGENOUS $73113 59 LEC Sub—ind Owut? .
60 FCC Sub-ind Out? °
COMMONLINE- - === = - ——— ==~ 083
17  Term Prem CCL Ram 001365 0.01385 -0.00000 . 681 Prop Sub —index 96.35 96.35 0.000 hd
18 Orig Frem CCL Raw 0.01000 0.01000 0.00000 . 62 Sub ~index Up Lim 10214 102.14 -0.000 -
19 9 0.02987 83 Sub~index Low Lim 92.41 92.41 ~0.000 .
20 Propoesed PCi 94.61 94.81 ~0.000 . 64 LEC Sub-ind Out? *
e85 FCC Sub—-ind Ow? .
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE - =~~~ — — ~— = — Total HICap
21 Locs! Switching ] Propossd S$BI 92.18 92.18 0.000 .
2 Proposed SBI 107.80 107.80 —-0.000 . a7 SBt: Upper Limit 97.83 97.83 —-0.000 .
23 SBi: Upper Limi 1080281 108.0280 0.000 d e SBI: Lower Limi 68.51 88.51 -0.000 .
24 SBi: Lower Limit 97.74 97.74 0.000 - 69 LEC $Bt Out? .
25 LEC S8t Out Bounde? . 70 FCC $BI Out? .
26 FCC 881 Out Bounds? . Widsband
Local Tranaport n Proposed SBi 000 NONE 0.000 .
27 Proposed S8BI 80.61 80.61 ~0.000 . 72 SBi: Upper Limk 0.00 NONE 0.000 *
28 S$Bi: Upper Limi 89.09 80.09 0.000 . 73 SB¢: Lower Limit 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
29 SBI: Lower Limi 80.61 80.61 0.000 . T4 LEC $BI Out Bounds? .
30 LEC 88! Out Bounde? . 75 FCC SBt Out Bounds? .
3N FCC SBI Out Bounds? . Total Speciai Access
information 76 Special AP 97.08 97.08 -0.000 d
32 Proposed SBI 109.93 100.93 -0.000 . 77 Special PCI 99.76 99.76 -0.000 b
33 SBI: Upper Limi 110.19 110.19 0.000 ° 78 LEC AP| Above PCI? LOW
34 SB1: Lower Limit 99.69 99.69 0.000 . 7% FCC AP Above PCI? Low
a5 LEC SBI Out Bounds? -
36 FCC S8l Out Bounds? . INTEREXCHANGE ——~~— - ———
800 Data Base 80  interexchange AP 96.43 96.43 0.000 .
a7 Proposed SBI 83.22 93.22 0000 * 81  Interexchange PCI 98.52 98.52 0000 *
38 SBi: Upper Limk 98,11 98.11 0.000 . 82 LEC AP\ Above PCI? LOW
39 SBi: Lower Limit 88.77 88.77 0.000 . 83  FCC AP1 Above PCI? LOW
40 LEC $BI Out Bounds? .
41 FCC SBI Out Bounds? .
Total Traffic Seneltive
42 TS AP} 83.61 93.61 -0.000 .
43 TS PCI 93.64 93.64 0.000 .
44 LEC APt Above PCI? hd
L]




Fiing Entity: NXTR

45

FCC AP| Above PCI?

1993 Taif! Review Plan
# LEC FCC Dela Flag # LEC FCC Dela Flog |
GENERAL - -~ — === e e e — — — SPECIML - - =~ == — e m
1 GNPP 0.03018 VG, MT, Ta
2 Xfor CL, TS and SP 0.03300 4 Propoeed SBI 101.07 101.07 0.000 .
3 XtoriX 0.0300 4 SBI: Upper Limt 103.31 103.31 ~0.000 .
48 SBI: Lower Limit 93.47 93.47 -0.000 b
EXOGENOUS CHANGES (000's)~ —— 49 LEC 881 Out Bounda? .
4 SPF ($10,931) 50 FCC 8BI Out Bounda? .
5 DEM ($4,502) Audio & Video
6 LTS/TRS $1,615) 51 Proposed SBI 104.52 104.52 -0.000 .
7 ISW ($330) 52 SBi: Upper Limk 104.65 10465 -0000 *
8 RDA $0 53 SBi: Lower Limit 94.68 94.68 -0.000 .
9 EOT $5,124 54 LEC 8Bi Out Bounds? *
10 ITC $2,734 55 FCC SBt Out Bounds? .
1" REMOVAL SHARINGA. OW END ADJ ($70,678) HiCap
12 REVISION SHARING/LOW END ADJ (£10,974) 081
13 SHARING/LOW END ADJ ($1,712) 56 Prop Sub—index 83.82 83.82 0000 *
14 OTHER $9,165 57 Sub —index Up Lim 90.11 90.11 -0.000 .
15 TOTAL OF INDMIDUALS $63.719) 58 Sub—index Low Lim 81.53 81.53 ~0.000 .
i6 TOTAL EXOGENOUS $83,719) 59 LEC Sub-Ind Out? .
2] FCC Sub-ind Out? *
COMMORN LINE—— — ~ = v e o o e e e — - D83
17  Term Prem CCL Rais 0.00656 00858 ~0.00002 o 3] Prop Sub —index 85.01 85.01 ~0.000 .
18 COrig frem CCL Rae 6.00856 3.00458  --0.00002 e 82 Sut ~-index Up Lim 92.62 9262 -0.000 .
19 g C.04454 83 Sub-Index Low Lim 83.80 83.800 —-0.000 *
20  Proposed PCI 90.45 & 48 -0.06 * 64 LEC Sub-ind Out? .
a5 FCC Sub—ind Out? .
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE — = = = = e~ it v - i ~ Total HiICap
21 Local Switching 68 SBi 87.76 87.76 -0.000 .
22 Proposed SBI 106.94 $0 B 0,00 a7 SBi: Upper Limit 93.32 93.32 —0.000 .
23 SBi: Upper Limt 107.5543 {77 iuB [$Xeu}] - 88 SBi: Lower Limit 84.43 84.43 -0.000 .
24 881: Lower Limit 97.31 97.31¢ Q.00 ‘ 89 LEC $Bl Owt? *
25 LEC 88! Out Bounde? T3 FCC 8Bl Out? °
26 FCC 881 Out Bounde? ¢ Wideband
Local Traneport Al Proposed SBI 000 NONE 0.000 .
27 Froposed SBI 8273 B273  -0000 * v2? SBI: Upper Limt 0.00 NONE 0000 *
28 $81: Upper Limk 9610 90.16 0.000 . 5 SBI: Lower Limk 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
29 SBI: Lower Limit 81.52 81.52 $.000 “ 74 LEC S$Bi Out Bounds? *
30 LEC 88! Out Bounds? . 75 FCC 881 Out Bounde? .
31 FCC 8Bi Out Bounds? . Total Special Access
information 76 Special APt 93.37 93.37 —0.000 .
32 Proposed SBI 92.51 92.51 -0.000 . 77 Special PCI 93.37 83.37 -0.000 .
a3 8Bi: Upper Limt 93.99 93.99 0.000 * 78 LEC AP Above PCI? *
M SBi: Lower Limit 85.04 85.04 0.000 ’ 19 FCC AP| Above PCI? .
a5 LEC 88| Out Bounds? '
38 FCC 8BI Out Bounds? INTEREXCHANGE — -~ = ————
800 Duta Base 80 Interexchange AP 96.25 968.25 0.000 .
37 Proposed SBI 100.09 100.00 0.090 HIGH 81  Interaxchange PCl 96.25 96.25 —-0.000 v
38 SBI: Upper Limit 101.70 101.70 0.001 * 82  LEC APY Above PCI? .
a9 SBI: Lower Limit 92.01 92.01 0.000 « 83  FCC AP Above PCI? ¢
40 LEC SBI Out Bounds? .
41 FCC S8t Out Bounds? .
Toial Traffic Sensitive
42 TS API 96.40 96.40 0.001 -
43 TS PCI 96.40 96.40 0.000 .
44 LEC APt Above PCI? -
-




Filing Entity:  PACIFIC BELL

LEC AP1 Above PCi?
FCC AP! Above PCI?

» ® ® »

1993 Tariff Review Plan
# LEC FCC Dela Flag # LEC FCC Deta Flag |
GENERAL - -~ -~ — =~ e e SPECIAL— -~ —— = e~ =
1 GNPPt 0.03018 VG, MT, TG
2 Xtor CL, TS and SP 0.03300 46 Proposed SBI 10246 102.46 0.000 "
3 XforiX 0.0300 47 SBI: Upper Limk 107.07 107.07 —0.000 -
48 SBI: Lower Limit 96.88 96.88 -0.000 .
EXOGENOUS CHANGES (000'8) - — — — 49 LEC $Bi Out Bounds? .
4 SPF $72 50 FCC SBl Out Bounds? -
5 DEM ($3.403) Audio & Video
6 LTS/TRS ($5.691) 51 froposed SBI 98.11 98.11 0.000 .
7 ISW $0 52 SBI: Upper Limit 10252 10252 -0.000 -
8 RDA $0 53 SBI: Lower Limit 92.76 92.76 -0.000 .
9 EDT $598 54 LEC sBi Out Bounds? .
10 iTC $2,450 55 FCC 8Bl Out Bounds? .
11 REMOVAL SHARINGA OW END ADJ $0 HiCap
12 REVISION SHARING/LOW END ADJ $0 Ds1
13 SHARING/LOW END ADJ ($3.641) 56 Prop Sub-—Index 90.17 90.17 0.000 .
14 OTHER $0 57 Sub —index Up Lim 95.58 95.58 -0.000 -
15  TOTAL OF INDMIDUALS ($9.617) 58 Sub ~-Index Low Lim 86.48 86.48 -0.000 .
16 TOTAL EXOGENOUS ($9.617) 59 LEC Sub—-ind Ow? .
60 FCC Sub-ind Out? .
COMMONLINE- - — =~ =— ==~ — = DsS3
17 Term Prem CCL Ratwe 0.00410 0.00413 —0.00003 - 61 Prop Sub-index 88.64 88.64 -0.000 e
18 Crig Frem CCL Rate 0.00410 0.00413 ~-0.00003 . 62 Sub -Index Up Lim 95.98 95.98 -0.000 .
19 [+] 0.07000 63 Sub-Index Low Lim 86.84 86.84 -0.000 -
20 Proposed PCl 83.54 83.54 0.000 - 64 LEC Sub—Ind Out? .
65 FCC Sub-ind Out? .
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE—--——— ~——~ Total HICap
21 Local Switching 68 SBi 91.24 91.24 0.000 -
22 Proposed SBI 10286 10286 -0.000 * 67 SBI: Upper Limit 96.73 9673 -0.000 *
23 SBI: Upper Limk 106.7190 108.7190 0.000 . 68 SBI: Lower Limit 87.52 87.52 —0.000 .
24 SBI: Lower Limit 96.56 96.56 0.000 hd 69 LEC SBI Out? .
25 LEC $Bi Out Bounds? - 70 FCC SBI Our? .
26 FCC $8i Out Bounds? . Wideband
Local Transport IAl Proposed SBI 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
27 Proposed SBI 82.75 82.75 —0.000 . 72 SBI: Upper Limk 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
28 S8 Upper Limk 88.78 88.77 0.000 . 73 SBI: Lower Limkt 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
29 SBI: Lower Limit 80.32 80.32 -0.000 . 74 LEC SBI Out Bounds? *
30 LEC $8I Out Bounds? . 75 FCC SBI Out Bounds? .
3 FCC SBI Out Bounds? . Total Special Access
Information 76 Special AP 95.37 95.37 ~0.000 -
32 Proposed SBI 98.03 98.03 —0.000 . 77 Special PCl 96.38 96.38 ~0.000 .
33 SBl: Upper Limk 98.03 98.03 -0.000 . 78 LEC APt Above PCI? LOW
34 SBI: Lower Limit 88.69 88.69 -0.000 . 79 FCC APi Above PCI? LOW
35 LEC 8Bt Qut Bounds? .
36 FCC SBI Out Bounds? * INTEREXCHANGE -~ = — = = ~——
800 (mta Base 80 Interexchange APt 98.72 98.72 0.000 -
37 Proposed SB! 91.42 91.42 0.000 o 81 Interexchange PCl 99.39 99.39 ~0.000 -
38 SBl: Uppar Limit 94 93 94.93 -0.000 . 82 LEC APl Above PCi? .
a9 SBI: Lower Limit 85.89 85.89 -0.000 b 83 FCC AP1 Above PCI7 .
40 LEC S8 Out Bounds? hd
41 FCC SBl Out Bounds? .
Total Traffic Sensitive
42 TS APt 93.55 93.55 -0.000
43 TS PCI 93.60 83.60 -0.000




Fikng Entty:  PTNV

45

FCC AP] Above PCI?

1993 Tarift Review Plan
# LEC FCC Dela _ Fiag L4 LEC FCC Deka Flag |
GENERAL ~—-——~ ==~ —— e —— SPECIAL — - =~ ==~ ==
1 GNPA 0.02934 VG, M7, TG
2 ' Xfor CL, TS and SP 0.04300 46 Rroposed SBI 90.46 90.46 0.000 .
3 XftoriX 0.0400 47 S81: Upper Limk 90.49 90.49 0.000 b
48 SBi: Lower Limit 81.87 81.87 0.000 .
EXOGENOUS CHANGES (000's)———— 49 LEC $Bi Out Bounda? .
4 SPF ($1,326) 50 FCC SBI Out Bounds? *
5 DEM $174) Audio & Video
6 LTS/TRS $953 51 Proposed SB1 102.84 102.84 -0.000 *
7 ISwW $0 52 $Bi: Upper Limi 10293 102983 0.000 .
8 RDA $0 53 SBi: Lower Limit 93.13 93.13 0.000 .
9 EOT $3 54 LEC SBi Cut Bounds? .
10 IC $192 55 FCC 8$B! Out Bounds? .
11 REMOVAL SHARINGA OW END ADJ $308 HiCap
12 REVISION SHARING/LOW END ADJ ($201) 081 .
13 SHARING/LOW ENDADY ($1,966) 56 Prop Sub-Index 105.67 1065.67. 0.000 .
14 OTHER $0 57 Sub—Index Up Lim 110.19 110.19 0.000 *
15  TOTAL OF INDMIDUALS $2,213) 58 Sub—index Low Lim 99.70 99.70 0.000 -
16 TOTAL EXOGENOUS ($2,235) 59 LEC Sub~ind Qut? .
60 FCC Sub —ind Out? .
COMMONLINE~— — ==~ == =~ — === D83
17  Term Prem CCL Rate 0.00520  0.00520 0.00000 * 81 Prop Sub —index 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
18 Orig Arem CCL Raw 0.00520 0.00520 0.00000 - 62 Sub-Index Up Lim NONE 0.000 .
19 g 0.02300 63 Sub—-Index Low Lim NONE 0.000 .
20  Proposed PCI 80.82 80.82 0.000 * 64 LEC Sub~—ind Out? .
65 FCC Sub-ind Out? *
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE— - ==~ -~ ——— Total HiCap
21 Local Switching 66 Proposed SBi 101.68 101.66 0.000 .
22 Rroposed SB! 91.93 91.93 0.000 . 67 $Bi: Upper Limit 108.68 108.68 0.000 .
23 S$Bi: Upper Limk 95.55 95.55 0.000 . (] $SBi: Lower Limi 98.33 98.33 0.000 .
24 SBI: Lower Limit 86.45 86.45 0.000 b 69 LEC S8i Out? .
25 LEC $81 Out Bounds? . 70 FCC 8Bl Out? *
26 FCC $Bi Out Bounds? . Wideband
Local Tranaport 7 Proposed S8i 0.00 NONE 0.000 *
27 Proposed SBI 85.60 85.60 0.000 . 72 S8I: Upper Limt NONE 0.000 .
28 SBi: Upper Limk 92.31 92.31 -0.000 . 73 SBi: Lower Limit NONE 0.000 -
29 8Bt: Lower Limk 83.51 83.51 -0.000 . 74 LEC 88! Out Bounds? ¢
30 LEC 88 Out Bounds? . 75 FCC 881 Out Bounds? .
31 FCC $8! Out Bounds? . Total Special Access
Information 76 Special AP 96.42 96,42 0.000 .
32 Froposed SBI 95.82 95.82 0.000 * 77 Specil PC| 96.42 96.42 0.000 .
33 SBI: Upper Limk 06.42 96.42 0.000 . 78 LEC AP Above PCI? .
34 SBI: Lower Limit 87.23 87.23 -0.000 . 79 FCC API Above PCI? .
35 L EC SBI Out Bounds? *
36 FCC $Bf Out Bounds? hd INTEREXCHANGE — - — =~~~ —
800 Duta Base 80 interexchange APt 90.94 90.94 ~0.000 .
37 Proposed SBI 99.14 99.14 0.000 . 81  Interexchange PC) 90.94 90.94 0.000 .
38 SBi: Upper Limik .. 99.16 99.16 -0.000 * 82  LEC AP1 Above PCI? .
39 SBI: Lower Limit 89.71 89.71 —0.000 . 83 FCC AP Above PCI? .
40 LEC $8Bi Out Bounds? .
4 FCC SB! Out Bounds? .
Total Traffic Sensitive
42 TS APt 90.36 90.36 -0.000 *
43 TS PCI 90.36 90.36 0.000 hd
44 LEC APt Above PCI? .




“

Filing Entity:  SWTR

45

FCC API Above PCI?

1993 Tarlft Review Plan
# LEC FCC Dela Flag # LEC FCC Dela Flag
GENERAL -~ = === —— e SPECIAL- -~~~ == ==~ ——
1 GNPP 0.03018 VG, MT, TG
2 Xfor CL, TS and SP 0.03300 46 Proposed SBi 113.862 11382 0.000 .
3  XforIX 0.0300 47 SBI: Upper Limt 114.24 114.24 0.000 .
48 SBI: Lower Limit 103.36 103.36 0.000 .
EXOGENOUS CHANGES (000'8)———— 49 LEC SBI Out Bounds? .
4 SPF ($1,718) 50 FCC SB1 Out Bounds? .
5 DEM ($3,736) Audio & Video
6 LTS/TRS ($7.462) 51 Proposed SBI 11255 11255 0000 *
7 ISW ($681) 52 SBI: Upper Limit 114.28 114.28 ~0.000 .
8 RDA $0 53 SBI: Lower Limit 103.40 103.40 0.000 .
9 EDOT $3,867 54 LEC SBI Out Bounds? -
10 ITC $3,932 55 FCC SBI Out Bounds? .
11 REMOVAL SHARINGA OW END ADJ $0 HiCap
12  REVISION SHARING/LOW END ADJ $0 [ 3]
13 SHARING/LOW ENDADJ $0 56 Prop Sub —Index 93.66 93.66 ~0.000 .
14 OTHER $32,644 57 Sub~index Up Lim 100.93 100.83 0.000 -
15 TOTAL OF iNDIVIDUALS $26,846 58 Sub—index Low Lim 91.31 91.31 0.000 .
16  TOTAL EXOGENOUS $59,304 59 LEC Sub—ind Out? .
60 FCC Sub-ind Out? .
COMMON LINE=-~ - === == == ——— D83
17  Term Prem CCL Rate 0.00758 0.00758 —0.00000 . 61 Prop Sub —index 94.28 54.28 0.000 -
18 Orig frem CCL Rale 0.00758 0.00758 -0.00000 . 82 Sub —index Up Lim 101.91 101.91 —0.000 -
19 g 0.02906 63 Sub—Index Low Lim 92.20 92.20 0.000 hd
20  Proposed PCI 87.03 87.03 -0.000 . 64 LEC Sub—ind Out? -
85 FCC Sub~Ind Out? .
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE- - == == == —— Total HICap
21 Local Switching 68 Proposed SB! 95.54 9554  -0.000 *
22 Proposed SBI 108.67 108.67 0.000 . 67 SBI: Upper Limit 101.41 101.41 0.000 -
23 SBI: Upper Limk 108.6953 108.6952 0.000 * ] SBI: Lower Limit 91.75 91.75 —0.000 -
24 SBI: Lower Limit 98.34 98.34 -0.000 . 68 LEC SBi Owut? .
25 LEC $Bi Out Bounds? * 70 FCC SBI Ou? .
26 FCC SBi Out Bounds? * Wideband
Local Transport Ial Proposed SBI 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
27 Proposed SBI 89.62 89.62 -0.000 . 3 SBI: Upper Limk 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
28 SBI: Upper Limi 97.04 97.04 0.000 . 73 SBI: Lower Limit 0.00 NONE 0.000 -
29 SBI: Lower Limit 87.80 87.80 -0.000 . 74 LEC SBiI Out Bounds? .
30 LEC SBI Out Bounds? o 75 FCC SBi Out Bounds? .
31 FCC SBI Out Bounds? . Total Special Access
Information 76 Special AP 101.44 101.44 0.000 -
32 Proposed SBI 98.06 98.06 0.000 . 77 Special PCl 101.44 101.44 0.000 b
33 SBI: Upper Limit 108.32 108.32 0.000 * 78 LEC APt Above PCI? -
34 SBI: Lower Limit 98.01 98.01 0.000 . 79 FCC API Above PCI? .
35 LEC SB! Out Bounds? .
36 FCC SBI Out Bounds? . INTEREXCHANGE - == — ————
800 Data Base 80 Interexchange APt 107.97 107.97 -0.000 .
37 Proposed SBI 100.00 100.00 0.000 hd 81 Interexchange PCI 108.03 108.03 0.000 .
38 SBI: Upper Limt 108.42 108.42 0000 * 82  LEC API Above PCI? .
39 S$8I: Lower Limit 98.10 98.10 0.000 . 83 FCC APt Above PCI? -
40 LEC SBi Out Bounds? *
41 FCC $B! Out Bounds? .
Total Tramc Sensitive
42 TS API 97.95 97.95 0.000 .
43 TS PCI 97.95 97.95 0.000 .
44 LEC APt Above PCI? .




Fliing Entity:  USTR

1993 Tariff Review Plan
# LEC FCC Dela Fiag # LEC FCC Deka Flag |
GENERAL —— -~~~ ——— e SPECIAL- =~ == — w—
1 GNPPI 0.02934 VG, MT, TG
2 Xtor CL, TS and SP 0.04300 48 Proposed SBI 96.62 98.62 ~0.000 d
3 XtoriX 0.0400 47 SBI: Upper Limit 107.18 107.18 0.000 .
48 S$BI: Lower Limit 96.97 96.97 0.000 .
EXOGENOUS CHANGES (000'8) ———— 49 LEC $B! Out Bounde? o
4 SPF ($22,094) 50 FCC SBI Out Bounds? .
5 DEM ($753) Audio & Video
6 LTS/TRS ($1,502) 51 Aoposed SBI 93.44 93.44 0.000 .
7 ISW $0 52 SBi: Upper Limt 98.54 98.54 0.000 .
8 RDA $0 53 SBi: Lower Limit 89.18 89.16 0.000 .
9 EOT ($2,221) 54 LEC SB8I Out Bounds? .
10 ITC $1,600 55 FCC SBi Out Bounds? .
1 REMOVAL SHARINGA. OW END ADJ $0 HiCap
12 REVISION SHARING/LOW END ADJ ($5.624) DS1
13 SHARING/LOW END ADJ $0 56 Prop Sub-index 94.36 94.368 0.000 -
14 OTHER $46,791 57 Sub —index Up Lim 101.95 101.95 0.000 .
15 TOTAL OF INDMIDUALS $16,196 58 Sub-index Low Lim 92.24 92.24 0.000 .
16 TOTAL EXOGENOUS $16,189 59 LEC Sub—~ind Out? .
60 FCC Sub-ind Ou? .
COMMONLINE-~—-—— e — e - - DS3
17 Term Prem CCL Rawe 0.00415 0.00485 -—0.00049 LOW 61 Prop Sub—index 100.39 100.39 -0.000 hd
18  Orig Arem CCL Rate 0.00415 0.00485 -—0.00049 LOowW 82 Sub —Index Up Lim 107.32 107.32 0.000 hd
19 [+] 0.04429 63 Sub—indexLow Lim 97.10 97.10 0.000 d
20 Proposed PCi 76.40 76.40 ~0.000 d 64 LEC Sub~-ind Out? -
65 FCC Sub-ind Out? *
TRAFFIC SENSITIVE-————— ——— — Total HiCap
21 L.ocal Switching 68 s8l 98.16 98.16 -0.000 -
22 Proposed SBI 102.80 10280 -0.000 . 67 $BI: Upper Limit 104.91 104.91 0.000 -
23 SBI: Upper Limi 110.2140 110.2139 0.000 - 68 SBI: Lower Limit 94.92 94.92 0.000 .
24 SBI; Lower Limit 99.72 99.72 0.000 o 69 LEC SBi Out? .
25 LEC $Bi Out Bounds? . 70 FCC SBI Oun? .
26 FCC SBI Out Bounds? b Wideband
Local Transport 71 Proposed SBI 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
27 Proposed SBI 89.15 89.15 0.000 . 72 SBI: Upper Limik 0.00 NONE 0.000 .
28 S$Bi: Upper Limt 95.14 95.14 —-0.000 d 73 SBl: Lower Limit 0.00 NONE 0.000 -
29 SBI: Lower Lim#it 86.08 86.08 ~0.000 - 74 LEC $BI Out Bounds? .
30 LEC SBI Out Bounds? . 75 FCC SBI Out Bounds? .
31 FCC SBi Out Bounds? » Total Special Access
intormation 76 Special AP 97.05 97.05 0.000 .
32 Aroposed S8t 79.89 79.89 0.000 - 7 Special PCI 99.17 99.17 0.000 .
33 SBi: Upper Limit 85.80 85.80 -0.000 . 78. LEC APt Above PCi? LOW
34 SBI: Lower Limit 77.63 77.63 0.000 - 79 FCC API Above PCI? LOW
35 LEC 88! Out Bounds? .
36 FCC SBI Out Bounds? - INTEREXCHANGE ~ = —— = ———
800 Data Base 80 Interexchange AP 93.11 93.11 0.002 *
37 Proposed SBi 100.00 100.00 0.000 hd at Interexchange PCI 93.70 93.70 0.000 -
38 SBI: Upper Limit 105.47 105.47 0.000 hd 82 LEC APt Above PCI? -
39 SBI: Lower Limit 95.42 95.42 —0.000 . 83  FCC APi Above PCI? .
40 LEC SBI Out Bounds? *
41 FCC SB! Out Bounds? *
Total Traffic Sensitive
42 TS API 93.96 93.96 0.000 .
43 T8 PCI 96.10 96.10 0.000 -
44 LEC AP{ Above PCI? LOW
45 FCC API Above PCI? LOW




